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This is a decision on an appeal fromthe final rejection
of clains 1 through 25 which are all of the clains in the
appl i cation.

The subject matter on appeal relates to a nmethod useful
in the backside processing of sem conductor wafers which
conpri ses bonding a processed first surface of the
sem conductor wafer to a support neans such as a handl e wafer
prior to processing a second surface of the wafer. This
appeal ed subject matter is adequately illustrated by
I ndependent clains 8 and 18 which read as fol |l ows:

8. A nethod useful in the backside processing of
sem conductor wafers conprising the steps of:

provi ding a sem conductor wafer having a first surface
bei ng substantially processed and a second surface;

bonding said first surface of said sem conductor wafer to
a handl e wafer;

t hi nni ng said sem conductor wafer from said second
surf ace;

di ci ng said sem conductor wafer while bonded to said
handl e wafer to form i ndividual dice; and

renovi ng said individual dice fromsaid handl e wafer

18. A nmethod useful in the backsi de processing of
sem conductor wafers conprising the steps of:
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provi di ng a sem conductor wafer having a first surface
bei ng substantially processed and a second surface;

bonding said first surface of said sem conductor wafer to
support neans;

t hi nni ng said sem conductor wafer from said second
surface;

inplanting inpurities into said sem conductor wafer
t hrough said second surface; and

renovi ng said sem conduct or wafer from said support
means.

The prior art relied upon by the exam ner as evidence of
obvi ousness is set forth bel ow
Corrie 4,946, 716 Aug. 7, 1990
Adm tted Prior Art Pages 1-2 of the specification

Al of the clains on appeal stand rejected under the
first paragraph of 35 U S.C. 8§ 112 "as failing to provide an
adequate witten description of the invention" (answer, page
3, also page 4).

Clains 8 through 14 and 18 through 25 stand rejected
under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentable over the admtted
prior art in view of Corrie.

Al t hough the appellants assert that at |east certain of
t he appeal ed cl ai ns should not stand or fall together (see

pages 4 and 5 of the brief), no specific argunents have been
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advanced concerni ng any particular claimtaken individually.

See 37 CFR 8 1.192(c)(5)(6)(1993) and Ex parte Schier, 21

USPQed 1016, 1019 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 1991). As a
consequence, we will treat the clains as standing or falling
together in accordance with their groupings in the above noted
rejections.

CPI NI ON

The section 112, first paragraph, rejection of appeal ed
clainms 1 through 25, whether based on the witten description
requi renent or the enabl enent requirenment, cannot be sustained
for the reasons well stated by the appellants on pages 5
through 7 of their brief.

Concerning the section 103 rejection, the appellants
contend that neither Corrie nor the admtted prior art
contai ns any teaching or suggestion of the bonding feature or
the handl e wafer/support nmeans feature of their rejected
clainms and argue that "prior art which doos [sic, does] not
teach or suggest bonding, a handle wafer, nor a bondi ng
i nternmedi ate or binder can [sic, cannot] render obvious clains
specifically reciting bonding a surface of a sem conduct or
wafer to either support neans or a handle wafer"” (brief, page
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8). In response, the exam ner explicitly points out, inter
alia, that "col. 2, lines 51-60 of Corrie teaches and suggests
as nmuch" (answer, page 7).

The above noted portion of the Corrie reference refers to
a prior art patent in which "it is proposed that a CCD
I mager... should be supported during thinning by neans of a
pl ate of nol ybdenum alum numor glass that is bonded to the
di e usi ng epoxy adhesive or a bonding alloy"” (col. 2, lines
51-56). Thus, as indicated by the exanm ner, the aforequoted
di scl osure teaches bonding (i.e., via epoxy adhesive or a
bondi ng alloy) a wafer (i.e., a CCD inmger) to a handl e
waf er/ support neans (i.e., a plate of nolybdenum al um num or
glass). Moreover, it is significant that the appellants have
not filed a reply brief or any other response chall enging the
exam ner's position on this matter.

In essence, the exam ner has specifically identified the
portion of the Corrie reference which he considers to disclose
the here clainmed features argued by the appellants to be not
taught or suggested by the prior art, and the exam ner's
position on this matter has not been contested by the
appel l ants on the record before us. Under these
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ci rcunstances, we have little choice but to regard as

unper suasi ve the appellants' argunents agai nst the exam ner's
section 103 rejection. W shall sustain, therefore, the
rejection of clainms 8 through 14 and 18 through 25 under 35

U S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentable over the admtted prior art
in view of Corrie.

The decision of the examiner is affirnmed-in-part.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal may be extended under

37 CFR § 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART
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